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Summary

Review of Soviet Internal Affairs
February-March 1981 N

The 26th Party Congress dclivered a clear mandatc for continuing the
conservative policics associated with Brezhnev's lcadership over the years,
but failed to prepare for a succession, rcjuvenatce party institutions, or take
measures to revive the sagging economy. Indeed, Brezhnev may have been
disappointed over the lack of :upport the congress gave to programs he has
advocated for coming to grips with the continuing decline in Soviet cconomic
performance. The goals of the 1981-85 plan, endorsed by the congress, iraply
that the regime has littlc hope of changing the pattern of decline.

This review is one of a series. It is based on information and analysis available through 31

March 1981. The coatributions are uncoordinated, representing the views of the analysis

named at the end of each section. Comments are welcoms and may be addressed to the Chidf.
OPA, '




L. Domestic Politics

Review of Soviet Intcrnal Affairs
February-March 1981 .

The Leadership: Stasis Prevails

The 26th CPSU Congress was a celebraticn of Brezhnev's continuation in
office, rather than the prologuc to a successor regime. By embellishing the
Brezhnev cult, exhibiting the General Secretary’s determination to perform
his official duties despite his variable physical condition, and projecting the
image of a Politburo unified under his leadership, the congress boosted
Brezhnev's prestige to an alltime high.

The congress Spcccﬁcs struck a common theme of the indispcnsability of
Leonid Ilich's “contribution™ to the Soviet party, statc, and people. Al-
though Brezhnev experienced initial difficulty in delivering his lengthy
report to the congress, his overall performance demonstrated his ability to
continue performing his official dutics, if only at a reduced level.

The congress produced no changes in the composition of the Politburo or
Secretariat—despite the increasing decrepitude of several Politburo mem-
bers (Pclshe is 82 years old), the failing health of others (Ustinov is said to
have cancer), and the advancement of some leadcrs (such as First Deputy
Premier Arkhipov) to positions that warrant promotion to the Politburo. The
two leaders best placed to succeed Brezhnev as General Sccrctary—Andrey
Kirilenko and Konstantin Chernenko—emerged from the congress with no
significant change in their protocol rankings, with the latter still a notch
below the former. Brezhnev, having surrounded himself with old cronies who
constitute no threat to his position, apparcntly is content to perpetuate the
status quo.

Minimal Change in the Central Committee

Continuity also characterizes the new Central Committec “clected™ by the
congress. The overall reteniion ralc among those still living who were clected
to the 1976 Central Committee equaled the record retention raic sct by the
25th Party Congress. As a consequcnce, the average age of a Central
Committce member today is higher than for any ncwly clected Central
Committce in Sovict history.

The few changes that did take place on the Central Committee generally
benefited groups closcly associated with Brezhnev—nhis family, personal
assistants. Central Committee functionarics, and KGB officials. Both
Brezhnev's son and son-in-law became Central Committce candidates.
Morc important, scveral members of his personal staff won promotions,
bringing to four the number of his assistants who sit eithcr as candidatc or
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full membYers. Of Brezhnev's predecessors, only Stalin had a pcrsonal aide
honored by election.to the Central Committee. :

At the same time, the congress promoted most Central Committee depart-
ment heads to membership on the Central Committee. Previously, whereas
most government ministers were Central Committce members, only a few of
their counterparts in the party enjoyed this distinction. The upgrading of the
department heads will presumably increase their authority in dcaling with
the government ministrics. Finally, scveral deputy chairmen of the KGB—
long a preserve of Brezhnev clicnts—were elevated to Central Committee
membership. '

Implictions for the Succession

The failure of the Brezhnev regime to undertake significant reforms or to
begin the process of generational rencwal increases the potential for un-
settling shocks to the poiitical structure when the transfer of power finally
occurs. The absence of a younger man well positioned and qualificd to
succeed Brezhnev makes it more likely that a power struggle will accompany
Brezhnev's demise. The advanced age of the senior lcadership and of the
Central Committee probably will require a successor regiine to replace
numerous high officials over a short period of time. In addition, because of
the continued “stability of cadres,” tension is probably building betwecn the
low er level officials who have limited opportunitics for advancement and the
entrenched higher level officials who-have profited frém the current re-
gime's personnel policics. -

Meanwhile, the stagnation of the economy is heightening compectition for
scarce resources among cconomic sectors and regions. At the congress, '
regional leadzrs lobbied vigorously for incrcased investment in various local
economic projects. Such lobbying will intensify as contenders for the succes-
sion begin to compete for the support of regional party cadrcs. ’

The lcadership's neglect of consumer gricvances will probably make it
difficult for a successor regime to prevent an increasc in sporacic strike
activity during the coming decadc. Even as the Polish disorders thireaten to
causc repercussions in the western republics of the Soviet Union—where
national gricvances reinforce dissatisfaction with living conditions—the
congress failed to take action designed to discourage labor unrest. While
touting the importance of Sovict trade urions, spcakers at the congress did
not endorse an expanded rolc for them. By raising the subject of revising the
1961 party program, presumably in order to scale down its ambitious
projection of rapid improvement in the standard of living, Brezhnev may
have inadvertcntlv drawn the public's attention to the party’s [ailure to
fulfill Khrushchev's promises.




IL. Military Affairs

Implications for US-Soviet Relations

Squabbling over investment prioritics at the congress suggests the possibility
of a division of opinion over how best to deal with economic stringencies that
could have an impact on lcadership attitudes toward US-Soviet trade
relations. Some officials who spoke at the congress—such as Academy of
Scicences President Alcksandrov and Minister of the Electronics Industry
Shokin—tend to favor an autarkic approach, particularly with regard to the
importation of foreign technology. Nonctheless several Sovict officials who
reportedly favor an expansion of trade with the United States were clected to
the new Central Committee. The elevation to the Central Committee of a
number of Brezhnev's foreign policy advisers who have specialized in
Amcrican affairs also suggests that the leadership remains attuned to the
complexities of the US-Soviet relationship. '

Since the congress, a number of rumors and reports have indicated that
major personnel changes in the Soviet forcign policy establishment may be
in the offing. Nikolay Patoliclicv, longtime Minister of Forcign Trade, may
retire soon becausc of illness. A possible successor is his deputy, Nikolay
Komarov, whom E _describe as opposed to expansion of
US-Soviet trade. According to another rumor, First Deputy Foreign Min-
ister Viktor Maltsev may replace Patolichev. Maltsev, who has spent most of
h.s carcer as a party apparatchik rather than a forcign policy specialist,
apparently has ties to Kirilenko. This suggests he probably is disposed to
favor the tactic of developing cooperation with Europcan powers rather than
with the United States

“The retirement or transfer of Ambassador to the United States Dobrynin

also has been rumored. Probably nonc of the men most likely to succeed him,
should he depart, enjoy as much access to the top Sovict lcadership as this
veteran Americanologist has developed over the years

For th. Sovict military, representation in the ruling bodics of the
Communist Party scems to be largely a matter of prestige and probably
material perquisites. Sclection appears to be based on a requirecment to
provide central representation for broad “constitucncics’ of Communist
Party members in the armed forces, such as the military services and the
importan. rield commands. When the officers lcave thesc posts they are
usually dropped from the ruling bodics. The old, now inactive Marshals of
the Soviet Union, such as Chuykov, Bagramyan, and Batitskiy, arc cxcep-
tions to this policy




At the 26th Party Congress the military selections for (ull and cafididalte
(nonvoting) membership in the Central Committee and for the Central
Auditing Commission generally followed previous practice. Again, however,
the selections proved to be not completely predictable or satisfactorily
cxplainable by outsiders. The inactive Marshals were given what must be
considered honorary membership. The Defense Minister and all but two of
his deputics were named as expected. as were the principal rcgional
commandecrs—Kulikov, the Warsaw Pact commander (who is a First Dep-
uty Minister of Defense), Zaytsev (Germany), Ivanovskiy (Bclorussia),
Govorov, Salmanov, and Tret'yak (the Far East). The naming of A. L.
Gribkov, the Warsaw Pact Chief of StafT, to full membership upsct what
could have been 2n cast-west regional balance of representation and was a
mild surprise. No previous Warsaw Pact Chicf of Staff has cver been given
full Central Committee status.' His sclection may have been in anticipation
of some increasc in his military responsibilitics.

There were also some minor surprises among the 13 military officers madc
candidate members of the Central Committee. V. M. Shabanov, a Dcputy
Minister of Defense who scrved as a Deputy Minister of the Radio Industry
until July 1978, was given candidate membership although nonc of his
sredecessors who have held portfolios dcaling with defensc technology have
ever been so honored. The invasion of Afghanistan and the events in lran

“appcar to have increased the military significance and probably the miilitary
population of the Turkestan Military District. These factors may have led to
the elevation of Yu. P. Maksimov, the military district commandecr, to
candidate status. The sclection of M. 1. Druzhinin, last identified as political
officer of the Far East Military District, was also unexpected. Druzhinin
may owe his improved political status to increased responsibilities—for
example, it is possible he is now political officer for General Govorov, who
reportedly commands Sovict forces in the Far East

Finally. there is the uncertain political status of A. M. Mayorov, currcntly
the senior Soviet military officer in Afghanistan. Mayorov was sclected as a
cand.date member at the 24th and 25th Party Congresscs while command-
ing the Central Group of Forcces in Czechoslovakia in 1971 and the Baltic
Military District in 1976. He was not sclected for cither of the higher party
organs in 1981. [t is possiblc that his failure to be sclected has something (o
do with the fact that the Soviets have not scen fit to publicizc Mayorov's
presence in Afghanistan or his current military position. In Afghanistan,
Mayorov is functioning as chicf of the military udvisory group as wcll as

' Previous Warsaw Pact Chicfs of Staff were: A. L. Antonav, 1955-62; P. 1. Batov, 1962-65;
M. I. Kazakov, (who was a candidate mcmber of the Central Committee while holding this
position) 1965-68; and S. M. Shtemenko, 1968-76. Gr** kov has held the post since
Shtemcnko's death in 1976




IIl. Economic Affairs

senior officer in the country. There has been some indication that Mayorov -
may also be a first deputy chicf of the Ground Forces. Neitiicr of these
positions would normally merit high party status.

President Brezhnev's address to the congress indicatces that, despite the
economy's poor showing in recent years, the lcadership remains unwilling to
risk even minor changes in the basic economic structu:z. The plan fulfiil-
ment data for 1980, relcased just before the congress opened, must have
been especially embarrassing as overall growth was less than half the
targeted rate. Brezhnev, however, offered no major policy initiatives or
tcforms to revive the cconomy. For the most part, his spcech repeated the
general policies set forth in the decrees of July 1979 on planning and
managemernt, which involve tinkering at the margin of, rather than major
changes in, the system. The onc relatively new idea—cstablishing a najor
agro-industrial complex—apparently received only lukewarm support.

The main guidelines of the 11th Five-Vear Plan (1981-85), adopted at the
congress, also seem to be rooted in the past. Following a well-trodden path,
the guidclines place the greatest emphasis on the development of heavy
industry, energy. and agriculture. Brezhnev's address contained much rhe-
toric on the nced to boost living standards, but the plan goals indicate that
few new resources are to be devoted to this task. Gains in consumption will -
be sacrificed for investment in future capacity and continued modcrnization
of military forces. Whatever anxicty the leadership fecls about the worsen-
ing plight of consumers—or the possible spread of the *“Polish discase™—it is
not vet enough to cause a significant reallocation of resources in their favor.

Overall, the new plan goals imply a GNP growth ratc of 4 percent per year
during 1981-85, substantially above that achicved during 1976-80. To meet
this ambitious target, Sovict leaders arc again counting on major gains in
productivity. Indeed, 90 percent of the growth inindustry and all the growth
in agriculture arc to come from morc efficicnt usc of resources. Previous
campaigns to rais = productivity have failed badly, however, and Moscow's
current agenda (or lack of one) offers little hope for changing this pattern

Agriculture: Hopirng for the Best

The 1981-85 plan calls for farm output to increasc an average of 5 percent
per year. Although almost half of this incrcasc would be a recovery from the
declinc suffered since 1978, the goal scems too ambitious. In particular, the
target for grain production, calling for an average annual increase of
roughly 8 percent, is almost certainly too high. This incrcase is to come
cntircly from higher yields, and the Soviets appear incapable of either
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obtaining the necessary inputs or of making efficient usc of those-they do
obtain. In particular, it is unlikcly that they can increasc fertilizer produc-
tion and distribution as much as required beczuse of difficultics in construct-
ing and operating new Western-cquipped fertilizer plants.

Industry: Temporize and iAodernize

The problems facing Soviet planners in the 11th Five-Year Plan arc espe-
cially evident in the targets for industry. Although the overall planned
growth of 4.9 percant is lower than for any previous plan period, industry
would have to perform considerably better than it did during the 10th Five-
Ycar ?lan to reach this goal

Reflecting the leadership’s continued emphasis on heavy industry, machin-
ery production—the principal source of investment goods, delensc hard-
ware, and consumer durables—is scheduled to increase at an impressive ratc
of 7 percent annually. Moscow, however, will first have to overcome serious
problems in the steel industry, where output, especially of high-quality
products, has lagged badly in recent years. The unusual abscnce of a target
for crude steel production in the plan dircctives suggests that Soviet planncers
themselves arc unsure of this sector '

Soviet Energy Production: Substituting Gas Sor Oil ‘

Energy preduction in 1581-85 is planned to grow at 2.9 percent to 4.1
percent annually, compared with 4.2 pereent achicved during the 10th Five-
Year Plan. Slower increascs in oil production arc to be offsct by a sharp
increase in gas output, which is to account for more than half of the growth
in total cnergy output. We belicve that cven the low cnd of the target range
will not be achieved, largely becausc oil output is likzly to declinc and the.
goal for gas production is too ambitious.

The 1980 Boxscore

The difficulty of the tasks facing Sovict planncrs is reflected in the recently
relcased plan fulfillment data for 1980, which showced overall GNP grown
up only 1.5 percent. Although the dismal 1980 performance was attrib-
utable, in part, to last ycar's weather-related harvest failure, the severity and
wide-ranging nature of the slowdown reflect more fundamcntal problems.
[ndustry's performance was especially bad. as production was barcly ablc to
move ahcad of the poor 1979 performance. The 3-percent increasce posted in
1980 was onc of the lowest since World War Il and involved shartfalls in the
production of such important industrial materials as steel, oil, coal, and
construction matcrials




The onc bright arca in the Soviet cconomy was forcign trade, where Moscow
was able to take advantage of the risc in the world price of oil te increase
hard currency imports (primarily grain) and still earn a current account
surplus of over $1.5 billion. Even this picture could change during 1981-85,
however, as Sovict oil cxports to the West arc expected to declinz by the mid-
1980s. Moscow is alrcady cutting back cxports of crude oil and oil products
to Western Europe. Most recently, Soviet officials told the Italians to expect
a reduction in deliverics of about 40,000 barrels per day (b/d) of crudc. This
follows requests made of the French to accept approximately 20,000 b/d less
oil. Our analysis of the Sovict domestic oil balance in 1981 indicates that oil
shipments to hard currcncy Western customers will drop by 200,000 b/d
this ycar to 700,000 b/d.

To replace oil revenucs, the Sovicts are pushing ahead with the proposcd
Siberia—to-Western Europe natural gas pipeline, the largest East-West
trade project ever ncgotiated. The project cntails constructing a trunkline
from the Yan.. . rg gasficld in West Siberia to West Germany by 1986. It
would involve the export of gas to six Europcan countrics and could more
than double the proportion of Soviet gas in total West Europcan gas
consumption from about 10 percent to 25 percent. Although the project
could be used for political leverage, West European governments sce in-
creased use of Sovict gas as an acceptable risk.




